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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

oChurchwardens arsome of themost valuable volunteers in a church, bearing much
of the responsibility for its upkeep and deyday runningd

(Ecclesiastical, 200
CONTEXT OF THIS REPORT

In 2018 theDioceseof Elyappointedan Historic Church BuildingsSupport Officer (HCBSO) to
join the Church BuldingsandPastoraDepartment. The post was joint funded bilistoric England
for three years,extendedfor another three years in 2021. aft of the remit of the role wasto
identifytraining need in parishesand deliver supporivhere possible The HCBSQtherefore,
reviewedfeedbackrom the Dioces® Articles of Enquiryandduring2019- 2021,with the support
of a grantfrom the HLF (now called National Lottery Heritage Fundglivered two SPABFaith In
Maintenancevorkshops and two conservatiorncleaningvorkshops Despiteinitial high interestn
the workshors, bookingswere slowand the HCBSO had toffer placesto neighbouring Dioceses.
At a similartime, officers from Historic Englandpproachedhe HCBSOfor contentideas
regardinga national programme dfaining forChurchwardens.The HCBSO suggested that the
first stepwasto askthe potentialaudienceand thus carry ousome audienceevelopment work.
Whilst generally agred to be a good ide it w a s tak@rany further When the HCBS@ ®le
wasextendedin 2021 ,the opportunity was taken to carry out this researainorder to better
inform the training and support provideloy the Diocese of Ely

METHODOLOGY
The key aims of the survey were 10

Gather baseline data ovolunteersinvolvel in the care of church buildisgncludingole types age,
length of service t ¢ &

Capture the firsthand eperienceof volunteers

Explore thenatureand 6 he al t h dringat churches within theoDiooeset oEEy
Carry out a kills audit

Identify sipport and trainingheeds and preferences

Highlight oncernsandaspirations for the future

Due to the number ofpotentialrespondentsan online survey wadeemedto be the bestapproach
and Microsoft Formsvasselected due taeaseof access antbw cost. Thefirst draft of the survey
wasbased on the experiens®f the HCBSO andliscussioawith Support Officerdrom other
Dioceses as well asfew Churchwardens the HCBSO was assisting at the tinpaperversion
wasthen sent to theHCBSOsparentsfor a first read; they were selected due to theimvolvement
with churches including ey PCC Members in the past and thalility to bebrutally honeg with

their criticismand feedbackThe survey was revised accordingly. The faslinedraft was then
sentto colleagues ithe ChurchBuildingsTeam, theArchdeaconsone Incumbentiwo
Churchwardensand onePCC Treasurerwho was also théead ona major repairs project. The
survey was updated following feedback and a final version sent to the Archdeacons for approval.

The survey wasdvertisedon the Dioceseo f  Rébgité with a linko the online form Details

were emaileddirectly to all Frst Churchwardensr FabricOfficersas listed on théDiocese ofE | y 6 s
database in June 2021, where posts were vacant, to other Churchwardens, the PCC Secretary

or Incumbent. Additionatontacts on the HCSB® sewslettermailinglist were also emailed The
contactlist was limited to theeroles simply de to time. Individual rather than group emails were
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sent to reduce the risk of messages being rejectedemeivedas SPAM and to encourage
participation.

A pgoer version was sent to people who were unable to access the online form; their responses
were added to the online survey by the HCBSO in order to aid analysis.

The final question on the survey asked if people would be happgki partin more detailed

follow-up discussions. Questions for thedscussionsvere prompted bya quick analysis of

responses to thesurvey. The questions were used to help prompt conversation and address key
points, but on the whole followp discussions, refr r e d t o a sthidreport, veerev i e ws &
informal

The online survey was available from Jun® @il July 312021, with an extension until August
31, A paper version was sent to 6 people. Folloyw discussions took place between Augligf
ard November8" 2021.

Limitations

It is often not possible to fully explain or convey the context of some questions within a survey or
recognise vocabulary requiring further clarity. This may have led to some elements of the survey
not being fully understood.

A few people had issues withe online format, including an inability to navigate backwards and
change answers; not being able to see a full list of questions before starting miyeaiod an
inability to access a copy of the answers on complet®ome found that the survey took
considerably longer to complete than the suggest@dninutes, whilst others felt that more
questions could have been included. A few people found some of the gugstibit repetitive.

On the online form peoplavere requiredto give answers$o questionsin order to proceed
through the surveythis was no possibleto enforce an the paperversion and thusomeof the
questions went unanswered.

Reasons for not partipating included a lack of time; the email went to the SPAM folder; deadline

was missedand a lack of clarity as to who the survey was for. In terms of the latter, care had been
takent o highlight that ©O6buil ding vowadenspatetissd® i nc
possiblethat this was missednd potential participants digot think the survey was aimed at them.

RESPONSES
The survey waseceived very positively:
OActually, a very good sourwmeygy which ha:
OThopglotvoki ngo

ograteful someone Diocesan is interested in hearing about what might be considered a
very unfashionable area of church life. People slave away in this area and their hard
work is very rarely acknowledgedl

140people took part, representing 113psheswhich isjust over a third of parishes in the
Diocese of Ely (37%) and just over a third of churches including ungraded buildi#gs (34
41 people indicated that they would be happy to take part in folapvdiscussios) of these30
took placeviazoom, over the phone or in facéo-face meetings.
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Condition of Buildings

There was a high proportion of responses from volunteers caring for church builtistggon the
Heritage at Risk Regist€HARR),possibly due ta pre-existingrelationshipwith the HCBSOfor
whom HARR churches are a prioriffig.1)

Condition of Church Buildings % of churches in a similar condition
Heritage at Risk 67
Vulnerable 41
Poor 13
Fair 24
Good 34

Figure 1. Table showing the % of church buildirigem condition categoriesepresented in the survey

Geographical Spread

Overallthe responses were spread fairly evenly across the Diocese. There were slightly less
responses from central, southern asduthwesternareas. This could be due to there being a
higher proportion of church buildings in a good condition than in other sye#ich could mean
volunteers did not feel the survey was relevant to themvegre not familiar with the role of the
HCBSO. Location didnot appear tosignificantly affec¢he type of responses; there was a slight
difference between urban and rural chbes, but on the whole responses were very similar

Lincoln Norwich

orwie Map | Deanery %

11 Bourn 37

12 | Cambridge North 46

13 Cambridge South 40

Peterborough 6 Ely 43
2 Fincham and Feltwell 32

9 Fordham and Quy 46

14 Granta 29

7 Huntingdon 30

3 March 36

10 North Stowe 57

15 Shingay 26

5 St Ives 13

8 St Neots 38

1 Wisbech Lynn Marshlan| 57

4 Yaxley 33

St Albans
Chelmsford

Figure 2. Table and Map showing the % of parishes from each Deanery represented in the survey.
Map from:https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Diocese_of Ely
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KEY FINDINGS
Church buildings are predominately looked after by volunteers through the roféhofrchwarden
or Fabric Officer, although the | atter doesnad:

significant number of parishes do not currently have more than one Churchwarden, whilst in some
responsibilities have fallen to members of the clergymost all those who took part in the survey

had some concerns about the future recruitment of volunteers, particutad main leadership

roles like Churchwarden, but also with regards to those requiring a regular commitment such as
cleaners.

One ofthe problems with recruitment was embedded in the very nature of volunteering at

churches and the breadth of tasks that Churchwardens tend to cover. In essence, every church and
every Churchwarden is different; roles can be shaped by personal interesth@need to cover

other tasks due to lack of suppogisewhere. People are often motivated by a strong sense of
obligation that can be deeply personal and lead to a pressure to stay and even take on more tasks.
Role profiles, codes of conduct etcae rarely used and there is a lack of any overall responsibility

for volunteers at a local, regional or national level with The ChustknglandChurchwardes

who are supported by a | arge PCC andntheinrolewi de |
and generdy do not feel overburdened, but this seems to be the exception rather than the rule

with many parishes struggling to attract volunteers or support from the local community. This is

due to a variety of reasons inclundj:volunteering roledeeling outdated and not flexible enough for
modern lifestyles; a focus on people giving to the role rather than what the role can give to an
individual; the education and employment levels in a parish; the affluence, age and interests of the
community;tte 6 presenced of the church |l ocally and t

The majority of church building volunteers are aged over 65 and despite most being retired, almost
all those interviewed had numerous other volunteering commitments as wédhaities

(grandchildren) to look after. The survey highlighted how many communities rely on a relatively
small number of people to carry out most of the local voluntary roles.

Volunteering within The Church was seen to be very different to other volarded organisations,

with a reliance on informal structures and pe:
it was agreed that some more formptocessesnight be useful, on the whole people felt that

anything too formal would likely put pple off and be at odds with the feeling of théeing an

extenckedf ami |y where people just omuck indé when n
important motivating factorsbut people also described a sense of pressure and accountability
connected to their role; a feeling of notwaimgt he bui |l ding to fail O6unde

inability to delegate tasks or stegpwn from their role, particularly after decades of service. In
fact, it was suggested that in order to truly stdpwn from arole a person would probably have to
move away from the area altogether.

Volunteering as a Churchwarden for more than 10 years was not seen to be uncommon. Whilst a
few people felt 6 years was probably about enough time, others felt that the rolerezhlang

term investment to provide a sense of continuity, thus it was better suitedntmédividual who was

settled in the area and in life. Whilst most of those interviewed welcomed support from the non
worshipping community, many felt the key leadgrsioles worked better when taken on by people

from within the congregation or at least with some familiarity of the church. On the whole people
felt that new Churchwardens should be eased i |
advertising the role me widely would attract very few people, particularly if everything involved
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was listed Whilst the role of Churchwardenis f or peopl e 6o0of faitho, t1
that a Fabric Officecould bea secular rolebut it would still require sympathy towards the

Christian ethos and understanding of some of the procedures within The Church. Some

questiored what would ke left for a Churchwarden to do if the building element was taken away,

which emphasised how the role varies between churchestlaatthere is a general lack of clarity

There was als@ lack of clarity regarding some aspects of looking after a listedcthbuilding and

whether or not they should be part of a Churchward@i@r Fabric Officed so)e. In addition,

there wasa sense otonfusionattimesa bout whi ch r ol es tshoewithmar d 0O v
church- the key leadership roles like Chelmwarden, or the people recruited to helfposein the

keyroles? On the whole it appeared to be the latter which was seasa local and informal

arrangement and thusould explain why volunteering is not an area the National Church focuses

any specifi support on, except in terms of Safeguarding.

The key barriers to looking after and realising the potentiah church building were resources
financial and human. The additional burden of project management and bid writing, combined with
the lengthyconsent process and a lack of volunteer numbers, resulted in lack of time being one of
the biggest issues for people. Without a wide network of support, a very understanding employer
or flexible working hours, people felt the role of Churchwarden or Ralwr Of f i cer j ust
possible for someone in feime work and difficult for many currently in patime work. There

was also concern that the number of retired people with enough time to take on such roles was
dwindling.

Time was the biggeseason why formal training, through either faimeface or online workshops

and conferences, asnot popular among respondents. A need for high quality, relevant, concise
training delivered at the point of need was identifiatthough attendance was ngtiaranteed.
oLearning on the job6 from others with experi.
the most popular form of training/support wadentified asetworkingd sharing idesand

experienceswith other ChurchwardensThere was also a gpiest made fomore variety in the

types of projects given as examplparticularly at conferences, where they tend to be weighted

more towardschurches irurban or touristareas

In terms of further support, conservation cleaning and heritage intergicetavere highlighted as
areas of need and/or interest. Some misunderstanding relating to community engagement and
consultation were identified, including in the language used. On the subject of languageglit was f
that people advising church voluntsesften lacked a sense of empathy and even respect for the
challenges faced, giving the impression that tlimseside the churchfelt the basics were easy and
buildings were purposefully being neglected.

There wasafeeling thagenerakupport from the Diocesdnot necessarily related to buildingspas

not readily available when needed and that the National Church spent too tmeftelling people
owhat to doo6 rather than ohow to do itéo. It w
Church Buildings Team had significantly improved and praise was given to current staff members.

Awards and celebrations proved to be relativelypopular, although there was support for some
form of recognition if only to highlight the contribution made by voluntetrshe wider world.

Looking to the future, people highlighted funding for repairs as the main area urgently requiring
change, inading support for architectees, specifications and seed fundiigfessional support
with project management aritie conservation of heritage items such as wall paintings were also
highlighted as areas need along with the delivery of heritage atourism activities.
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CONCLUSIONS

Volunteersare thelifeblood d manycharitiesand theChurch of Englands no exception yet for a
nationalorganisationfrom a publigperspectivejts volunteers are largely unseen, working ie th
baclground. This survey has helped to goreurch building volunteers voice, even if just
momentarily one that hopefully wilbe heard.

Many of the findings wilkely come & no surprise to peopléamiliar with church buildirsgand

volunteers, but some aspects may help to give some insight and focus, particularly regarding training
and support. It hasconfirmedmuch of what the HCBSO has experienced over the last few years

that The Church is overeliant on a small number of aging volunteers in roles that are proving

more and more difficult to fill and that support needs to be better tailored to local needs, including
grants. It haslso challenged a femssumptionselating totrainingandprocesses and procedures.
Assuch,ithasalreadye|l ped t o shape the focus of the HCB
years

If people only take one thing away from this report, it is hoped tihéd a need to improvehe

quality ofvolunteering in The Churcbf England The HCBSO hagreviouslyworked for the

National Trust and othe heritageorganisatios where volunteersare essential to dato-day

operations In eachthere has been auge focus orhe quality of thevolunteeringexperiencefor
individualsrelating tothe role itself as well as within therganisation If there have been problems,

they were generally down to getting this wrong. Whilstanyrespondentgo this survey

highlightedositive attributes ofzolunteerngfor their churchd friendship, communitya sense of
fulfilmentd there was also @owerful senseof obligation, personaccountabilitypressure, obeing

stuck and notabletostedown; t hi s doesnotquditpathdiroveralr y hi ghl
experience.

One Churchwarderhighlightedhat the survey hadot asked people if they were happy. A gbo
point - are ou volunteershappy and whose job isto find out andensurethey are? Who cares
for those caring for ourchurchbuildings?

SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS

Supporting existing volunteers whilst looking for ways to recruit new people into key roles are vital
for the continued care and management of our church buildings. The followirgummaryof
recommendations to & carried out regionally and nationally.

Training and Support

i Training and support must focus less on formal workshops and more on bespoke support as
and when needed. Opportunities for Churchwardens to meet each other and share ideas and
learning should éincluded wherever possible, with the possibility of including an annual
celebratory event explored.

1 Develop an informal mentoring scheme to help share best practice and provide a critical
friend to parishes.

1 Examples of projects should be more witenging in order to be relevant to and inclusive of
all parishes.

1 More concise guides on key areas should be created, with a limit on the number of links to
further information to avoid overwhelming people with poitgal sourcesof material.

1 Continue with regular updates in the Church Heritage newsletter and grant lists, produced by
the Church Buildings Team.
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Review the key leadership roles at local churches, how they are managed and supported and
their relevance tanodern attitudes to volunteering.

Campaign to promote volunteering at churches.

Greater recognition for the contribution that volunteers make, including a financial calculation
of hours, donations of equipment and mater.

Greater understanding dhe difficulties faced by many volunteers leading to a change in
attitudes and the style of support given.

Continue to campaign for more funding tailored to the needs of church buildings and the
volunteers caring for them.

St James, Newton in the ®NeillRobinson
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